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Executive Secretary,  Marine Safety Crluncil  (Ci-LK#3406)(CGI~  Y4-055)
United States Coast Guard lieadquarters
2100  Second Street, SW
Washington, DC‘ 2USY.3  CMH)l





American
General
Transportation
Inc.

P.O. BOX 510
MOBILE, ALABAMA 36601
(205) 6265861

October 14,1996

LCDR Don Darcy
Operating and Environmental Standards Division
U. S. Coast Guard
2100 Second Street SW
Washington, DC 20593-0001

Dear Commander Darcy:

This letter is intended to present my views and the views of many other
owners, operators, and officers involved in the inland marine transportation
business.

Before the Coast Guard makes any changes whatsoever in the licensing
structures of inland mariners an independent study should be made to
determine if anything was really accomplished by instituting licensing in this
industry. The United States Coast Guard is in the very enviable position of
having all of the authority and none of the responsibility for safety in the marine
industry. I believe a fair, impartial study would probably indicate that licensing
has contributed nothing to safety on the Inland Waterways. The simple facts
are that owners are responsible for any damage an operator does. Small
incidents below the owner’s deductible are handled out of company revenues
and larger incidents are paid for by the company’s insurance carrier. I have no
personal knowledge of the tax payers or the Coast Guard paying for any
damage done by Inland River towboats and barges. In every case that I have
personal knowledge of either the owner or the insurance company paid the full
amount of the damage.

My understanding is that this whole process is a result of the AMTRAK
accident at the Bayou Canot Bridge. This accident was a direct result of a
person being in the pilothouse who should not have been there and would not
have been there had it not been for the 1964 Civil Rights Act and subsequent
lawsuits and legislation which set the stage for an incompetent person to be
promoted to the job of pilot on an Inland River towboat. Anytime anyone is
exempt from the rules the rest of us live by there will be some incidents of
situations that would have been prevented had these exceptions not been in
place. I am enclosing a letter I wrote several years ago which I think fairly and
completely covers that situation.
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LCDR Don Darcy

Several years ago the Coast Guard virtually eliminated the route
structure of the Operators License of Uninspected Towboats. The licensing
system when it was originated was broken into Western Rivers, Inland, and
Oceans with an additional endorsement for Great Lakes. In order for us to
comply with some standardization agreement with other maritime countries,
this system was abandoned and the present system installed. The proposal to
change this system is ridiculous and would be an unnecessary burden on an
industry already over burdened with regulations and taxation. Just yesterday I
learned of another cargo move that has moved to rail from water . This move
has been a water transportation move for over fifteen years. This change will
idle about fourteen towboats and the equivalent of over 200 barges while adding
the necessary unit trains to move the displaced cargo. I can assure you that
more people will be killed at railroad crossings by the added trains over the next
fifteen years than died in the accident at the Bayou Canot Bridge. The move of
this cargo from one mode to another is a direct result of the lost efficiency The
inland industry has suffered from a fuel tax started in 1980. This tax has grown
to $.243  per gallon, and on a large towboat amounts to more than the crew
costs. Government regulations and the cost of complying continue to add costs
with no offsetting benefits. Diesel engines manufactured in the future under
the requirements of the Clean Air Act will continue to return more of the
products of combustion and the particulate into the crankcase which will
shorten the period between lube oil changes and cause additional wear to the
lower end of the engines adding additional costs. At every turn some new
government regulation adds cost that must be past on in the freight rates. The
result being, cargos are shifted to other modes of transportations or in some
cases brought from foreign countries to offset these additional costs.
Somewhere sometime someone in this country must realize if we are to continue
as a viable economy this system must change. The cry for license changes comes
from a very small group with some very special interests of their own. 1 clearly
understand that the Coast Guard’s interest is to satisfy the elected officials  that
they are offering an acceptable level of regulation to insure a reasonable level of
safety, and they have done more than that for a long time. On a ton mile basis
(the only fair calculation to use) you will find that the Inland Waterways system
is the world’s safest mode of transportation. It seems ridiculous to add costly
regulations which will move tonnage to transportation modes that are not so
safe.
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LCDR Don Darcy

The ultimate decision of the horsepower boat used on a particular tow
should remain with the owners and operators and to separate the license bj
horsepower would be ridiculous. The system has worked well, and it does not
require change. The skills required and the level of skills required to handle a
small tow with a small boat in a bad situation may be greater than the skills
required on a much larger tow in a different situation. It should be the vessel
owner’s responsibility to determine which personnel are capable of handling a
particular size tow. In the event of an accident, it will certainly be the vessel
owner who pays for the repairs and common sense and reason would dictate he
also have the authority to select the person he wants for that particular job.

The best contribution to a safer industry the Coast Guard could make
would be to recommend a reduction in the fuel tax and allow the industry to pay
higher wages to attract and keep better personnel. The 1980 wages adjusted for
inflation are some 30 to 50°! behind 1980. This has been a direct result of the
fuel tax and needless, expensive regulations.

I hope you will have the courage to recommend that the present licensing
system be left as it is without any change and will recognize that the accident
that caused this consideration resulted from the unintended effects of earlier
government regulations. You don’t cure the side effects of a medication with
more of the same medication, and that is exactly what seems to be the order of
the day in Washington.

Very truly yours,

AlCIIEIUCAN  GENERAL TRANSPORTATION,

NORMOND MCALLISTER, JR.
President
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American
General
Transportation
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P.O.  BOX 510
MOBILE, ALABAMA 36601
(205) 6265661

Mr. Stewart Walker
c/o Commandant, U. S. Coast Guard
ATTN: G-MVP
2100 2nd Street. S. W.
Washington, D. C. 20593-000 1

Dear Mr. Walker:

Our company is a small marine  transportation company. I have served as
president of the company for the last 15 years. 1 have been employed in the
marine industry for the past 34 years. I have served as Chief Engineer on ocean
going vessels to in&de 13 months in Soulhe& Asia during a 4 year tour in the
Army. 1 was discharged as a Chief \Yzrrm~  Officer. I received my first class
Operator License for Uninspected Towillg  Vessels in 1973. The scope of that
license was originally oceans not more than 200 miles off shore, Western Rivers,
and Inland Waters. As a result of the changes made several years ago the
geographical authority now reads Near Coasta!  Waters.

I was raised in the Mobile area and am very  familiar with the Mobile River
and the tributaries that feed it to include Big Bayou Canot. My father and I
fished these areas for several years during my childhood. Since the formation of
this company I have operated and have ridden on company boats throughout this
area.

I would first like to show you some pictures of the approaches to Bayou
Canot and the continuation of the River channel past the Bayou Canot
intersection. These first pictures show the approaches and the bridge itself
Please note that the only similarity between the approach to Bayou Canot and 14-
mile r,ailroad bridge is that bo:?.  ;pp:-;r,zl:es  I,-e ixz;de from a left hand bend in the
river. Also, note next the steel bridge sti-tictdre  of the Bayou Canot Bridge is ail
located on the right descending side of tIx river. The 14-mile  railroad bridge has
steel structure crossing from bank to bank with fendering extending out from the
span opening and would present an entirely different radar picture than the Bayou
Canot Bridge. There are several other tell-tale clues to include the 12-mile  island
profile and Tensaw River Cut.

You will note that if a piloting error is made the water is deep enough to
make it highly probable for a tow to reach the Bayou Canot Bridge even with 6
loaded barges.



. - .

Page 2

April 29, 1994

Mr. Stewart Walker

Now look at the photographs of a properly protected bridge in Louisiana.
This bridge is located at the entrance to the Gulf Intercoastal Waterway and like
the Bayou Canot Bridge is located in an area frequently used for fleeting during
periods of bad weather or low visibility. Please note the clusters of piling driven
from bank to bank to avoid damage to the bridge from commercial barge traffic.
I think ail of us would agree that the rivers and waterways were here some time
before the railroad and the railroad should have responsibility for protecting their
property whenever there is a possible conflict or a bridge structure causes danger
to navigation. Had the railroad exercised due caution and constructed protection
for the Bayou Canot Bridge, the referenced accident would have been avoided.

I understand that the Coast Guard is now re-examining the bridges over
navigable waters and when this study is complete, I hope aerial photographs will
be furnished to show the bad location at most of the railroad bridges. As an
example, I hope you will look at the location of such bridges as the Jackson
railroad bridge below Jackson, Alabama and the Naehoia railroad bridge at
approximately Mile I74 on the Black Warrior-Tombigbee system. Inadequate
fendering is a common problem on the railroad bridges and should be required to
be strong enough to withstand some of the bumps associated with the transit of
those bridges. The structure around the i4-mile railroad bridge and the bridge’s
operating mechanism is so inferior that the slightest bump puts the bridge out of

. .

service and damages the fender system. if the barge operator and towing
company were exempt from damage to the bridge the railroad would construct
the bridges sturdy enough so as not to be damaged. An example that this is
possible is the Eutaw Highway Bridge which has been hit by virtually every
operator that has ever transited the Black Warrior River regularly and has never g
been damaged. If the construction criteria for strength on the railroad bridges
was equal to the Eutaw Highway Bridge then we would not have
anymore railroad bridge damage. It is also noteworthy to consider that when
many of these bridges were originally built the largest marine traffic  was a single
stern wheel steamboat with a steel hull and wooden houses and not today’s large
tows.

I have no financial interest in Warrior & Gulf Navigation Company but I
certainly have the deepest respect and warm place in my heart for the company as
a result of having had some family continuously employed there since the
company was formed in the 1920’s. I want to state very clearly so that everyone
will understand that regardless of the evidence  sctit forth thus far I can see no
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Mr. Stewart Walker

reason whatsoever why Warrior & Gulf is responsible in anyway for the accident
at the Bayou Canot railroad bridge. First, if the bridge had been protected as it
should have been, the boat and barges could not have reached the bridge and
additionally Warrior & Gulf should not be held liable nor our industry which has
an excellent safety record. On a ton-miIe  basis no other mode of transportation
equals marine transportation for safety.

. .

I want to address the misconception that seems to exist about the
selection of pilothouse personnel at Warrior & Gulf. I also want you to know
that a thorough investigation could have revealed these facts before now. What I
am about to tell you about the restraints placed on the selection of pilothouse
personnel is common knowledge on the boats and in the companies along our
river system. In 1975 a Warrior & Gulf deckhand filed a EEOC lawsuit against
Warrior & Gulf which eventually resulted in a settlement imposing considerable
restraints on Warrior & Gulfs personnel procedures, and let me give you a little
insight into some parts of this settlement. Warrior & Gulf had one deckhand
who, at the time, was serving a prison sentence for taking the life of his wife
because of her alleged unfaithfulness and in the settlement, although the man was
known and proven to be a violent person the company was required to rehire that
individual and offer him craft training and reinstate him in the company. At this
point you may be asking yourselves why would a company agree to hiring
practices or employment practices that were not in the company’s best interest.
The cost of this type of lawsuit is so great thlit  a company simply cannot afford to
defend themselves over an extended ,;::iod of ti;ne.  The full force and resources
of the federal government are bac!cI;;;: tire ulaintifF  and the defendant’s defense is-
fUnded  purely from his own resource. The resulting settlement caused an
atmosphere that made it almosi  impossible to keep an incompetent person out of
the pilothouse if that person was covered under EEOC.

.

This atmosphere has continued and in the case of Warrior & Gulf has
resulted in such instances as the one we are currently discussing. In the particular
case of the individual accused of hitting the bridge, the incompetence was even
more apparent than usual. The man had been a deckhand for about 10 years
before moving to the pilothouse. As you all know it took him eight tries to pass
the written exam. After the fact, his incompetence is so apparent that it is hard to
understand why he did not recognize his own limitations, but please remember
incompetent people don’t generally recognize their limitations and this causes the
necessity to limit their marine emp!oyrnent  activities. 1 can’t tell you how many
times in my career in the inarix bushcss U:;;t  I have been aboard ships and boats

.
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where at least half of the deckhands or ordinary seaman could pass a polygraph
test answering “yes” to the question “Are you a better seamen and smarter than
:he captain?” It’s just one of those things about human nature that allows us to
accept our own shortcomings no matter how great they may be. And let me say
hat this one man is tlot by himself I .aws which may have been enacted with

noble  purposes in mind have set the stage for not only this man to get into the
system, but others who are just as incompetent. I can assure you that this
situation will only get worse unless companies are allowed to select their
Dilothouse  personnel on a most qualified basis. The present system allows any
Derson covered by EEOC that obtains a license to either demand a position in
:he pilothouse based on their seniority or they will file an EEOC lawsuit, gather
together enough of their friends to test@ agairlst  the company and probably win
:he suit with punitive damages. I’m not discussing the EEOC legislation itself but
nerely pointing out the factual results and a continuing problem which resulted
From  the passage of this legislation. I am stating that our government and its
elected  officials caused the death of those forty-seven people. It was not the man
;hat took advantage of regulations that allowed him his pilothouse position
Gthout  regard to his incompetence nor was it the fault of a good and honorable
company  that followed those regulations to avoid costly litigation. At this point

let me say that we have talked about the man’s incompetence so much it’s only
Fair to also add that of all the people I have heard comment on this particular
man, I have not heard one word uttered that implied in any way that he was other
than of the very highest character. 1 sincerely believe that what may have been
intended as a noble piece of legislation resulted in a good and honest man c&sing
the death of forty-seven innocent people. It may well be that our elected officials
are willing to sacrifice a few lives to insure equal employment opportunity. I,
better than most people, understand that this may be the price they are willing to
pay since these in some cases are the !;aillc officials  who sent over 50,000 young
men to their grave in Viet Natn without allowing them the necessary latitude to
win a decisive victory. As I stated I call clearly understand the motive, I just
don’t think it is fair to place restrictions and regulations on a whole industry .
The cause of this accident has nothing to do with any of the proposed legislation.
I have read both Congressman Tauzin’s and Congressman Studd’s proposals and
do not see the need to enact either one nor any other proposal that does not
directly address the cause. It is clear that many of the elected officials  and some
within the Coast Guard itself do not understand how this industry works.
Everyone in the industry must have insurance and insurance generally relates

. .

(i
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directly to your loss record. This alone is enough to motivate companies to
operate as safely as possible. The industry’s reaction has caused many of us to
ask ourselves how we can improve and we will self-impose measures to improve
our already good safety record. in every case I have answered my county’s call
to include giving 4 years of my lii’e  to my country with an estimated loss in
personal income of well over $150,000 and spent over 13 months in a war zone
carrying out my country’s commitment to another country. I am not happy at all
with what my country is giving me in return. I have chosen to be in an industry
that has been depressed for over I2 years and whose existence is continually
threatened by useless regulations and continued taxation from every conceivable
direction. This includes the fuel tax which started in 1980 at 10 cents per gallon
and has now risen to .234 cents per gallon. And incidentally was proposed last
year to increase by $ I -00 per gallon. Thank God we defeated that. Practically
every little port authority in some states are trying to add an additional tax.
States tax the ownership of our equipment. The Federal government this past
year raised our Federal income  tax by almosl  30%. This wiped out almost l/3 of
our downpayment to build new barges to replace those the Coast Guard caused
us to take out of service three years ago. The new barges would have created
approximately 80,000 man hours of employment and a payroll of almost a million
dollars with an estimated tax revenue of over $250,000 not to mention medical
benefits, retirement benefits and disability benefits for GO employees for one year.
The depreciation schedules are a joke. Almost anything we build requires tax
paid money to pay a portion of the notes for necessary equipment. If we buy a
new 3/4 ton work truck to service our boats and purchase an energy saving diesel
engine the cost of the truck is over $20,000. Current IRS regulations limit our
deduction for this vehicle to $12,000. This regulation passed back in the 1980’s
considered any amount spent over $12,000 as being for a luxury vehicle. I would
like to take some of these bureaucrats I and elected officials  for a luxury
ride in one of the luxury vehicles up Hwy 45 from Mobile to Pickwick Lock
which is about a 7 hour drive and see if they still consider it a luxury vehicle.
More useless regulations oi! our i::c!*.:stry’\4!i  rot improve safety. What will help
is to get the Federal government OR our !~ci:s  and help us reduce our tax load.
We need to become reasonably pr~S3nblz :..gt;i n and we will voluntarily spend a
portion of our profits for improve4  tirrir.ing and equipment. If nothing else,
recommend that we be given a tax credit for expenditures related to training and
safety. This along with changes to the EEOC would offer a real chance of
meaningtil improvement to an already good safety record. As we all know,

. .

,
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these changes will be the choice of our elected officials and if they don’t elect to
make the changes at least have the guts to accept the outcome. 1 hope you will
accept my comments in the spirit they are offered. The good man that hit the
bridge, his family, and the family of his victims have a lifetime to live with the
grief of this situation and 1 have clearly laid down a plan that will reduce the
possibilities of it ever happening again.

Very Truly yours,

AJbiERlCAN  GENERAL TRANSPORTATION, INC.

NORMOND B. MCALLISTER, JR.
President
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October 15,1996

Executive Secre&ry
Marine Safety Council (G=LRA/3406)  (CGD94-055)
U.S. Coast Guprd
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-000 1 Via Facsimile

202-267-4716

400 Market  Street
Suite 1210

Philadelphia.  PA IQIM

Tclqhone:  (215) 925-261s

Fucimik:  (215) 925-3422

OCT  1 5 19%

Dear Sir or Madam:

The purpose of this letter is to express our opposition to the July 11, 1996 proposed
rulemaking regarding Licensing and Manning for Offkers of Towing vessels. For your
information, the Maritime Exchange for the Delaware River and Bay is a non-profit trade
association serving businesses and organizations throughout the t&state port community.

While the Maritime Exchange is certainly supportive of measures designed to improve
navigational safety, we cannot do so when such measures impose severe economic disadvantage
to businesses which s’etice the maritime industry with little or no corresponding increase in
safety. There are two primary concerns with the proposed ruling:

1.) Under current regulation, an individual who today holds a Master, Steam or Motor Vessels
license can operate towing vessels under Section 15.910. The proposal would require a mariner
operating any towing vessel of less than 3000 horsepower obtain a Master or Towing Vessel
license.

2.) While individuals who hold Operator Uninspected Tow Vessel (OUTV) licenses will be
grandfathered under the proposal, there is no similar clause for the mariner currently operating
legally under Section 15.910.

The additional training and licensing requirements under the proposal will severely
restrict an employer’s ability to attract and retain qualified vessel operators. The salaries
commanded by these mariners would force  employers who  operate  smaller vessels -- of 250 .
horsepower or less posing no significant threat to navigational safety-- to pass those increased
costs onto their customers. Such a monumental increase in transportation costs to the ocean
carriers, and ultimately the U.S. importers and exporters, in today’s increasingly competitive
environment will undoubtedly effect severe economic disadvantage. 603

Serving  the POrts  Or %UlhwlCm  Rnnsylvania  Southern New J-y, and D&ware

ZWT8’d ZZPE SZ6 STZ 39NtrH3X3  3WIlItltlW 9S:ET 9661~ST-130
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In recognition of the ruling’s intent -- to minimize risk to the extent possible -- we offer
the following alternative to the proposal which we are confident will fulfill both the Coast
Guard’s and industry’s requirements.

Our suggestion is to create a third licensing category for operators of very small
towboats.

1. The small towboat would be defined as a vessel not exceeding 40 feet in length and
limited to less than 300 horsepower (10% of the current breakpoint of 3000 horsepower).

2. Add a provision authoridng towing service be added to a Master of Steam or Motor
Vessels at renewal or upon request in order to grandfather such licenses as is being proposed for
OUTV licenses. The provision to operate towing and towed vessels being restricted so that the
combined operated displaced tonnage does not exceed 100 gross tons -- no more hidden costs.

3. The towing vessel be an inspected vessel.

4. The manning levels of the towing vessel remain the same a~ reQuired  by the current
Certificate of Inspection (C.O.I.).

5. The written exam for Master, Steam or Motor Vessels include those aspects of towing
that the license holder is likely to encounter when operating very small boats.

6. Operator of Uninspected Passenger Vessels (OUPV)  are not confused with Master of
Steam or Motor Vessels, and as such, no authority for towing is granted to those holding an
OUPV license.

7. Restrict such towing to local harbor areas and incorporate the authorization and
restriction as to the route authorized on the C.O.I. of the towing vessel.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our views on behalf of the 250 Maritime
Exchange members who will be adversely affected should the rule become final as written.,
Please do not hesitate to call on us if we can provide additional information.

President

ZWZ8 ’ d ZZPE:  SZ6 STZ 39NUH3X3  3WIlItltJW 9S:ET 966T-ST-130
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GRAIN BROS., INC.
River Contracting, Dredging & Salvage

MULBERRY STREET EXTENSION
(BRIDGEWATER)
P. 0. BOX 538

BEAVER, PENNSYLVANIA 15009

October 15, 1996

Executive Secretary
Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3406) (CGD94-055)
U. S. Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street SW
Washington, D.C. 20593-0001

Reference: Comments on 46CFR Part 10 & 15

We respectfully request that the comment period for the referenced rule be reopened for a period of
180 days. In the last few months we have seen implementation of radar, location of radar testing and
safety rules. We also understand that current authorizations will affect the proposed rule. If you
review the river conditions on the Western Rivers, particularly the upper Ohio, Monongahela and
Allegheny rivers, there have been adverse conditions starting in January and continuing into early fall,
Record floods of late January were followed by high flow and ice. Pittsburgh crested at 28 feet (6’
below the January 19, 1996 flood) on J.uly 19. The Monongahela River, normally green from May
to November, was brown all summer due to recurring high water.

Unfortunately as a river contractor our attentions were diverted to securing our equipment and
preventing damage to partially constructed projects on a frequently recurring basis rather than being
able to evaluate and communicate with OUI pilots the numerous ruies proposed by the Coast Guard.

The proposed use of horsepower as a breakpoint for licensing is arbitrary and unnecessary on the
Western Rivers. More important is the judgement of the dispatcher or other individuals who are
familiar with the current river conditions, boat operators, capability of the towboat, route, size and
makeup of the tow. The interaction of all of these factors cannot be controlled by rules.

In your rules under Section 4 “Routes”, you have accurately shown that on the Western Rivers “The
method of towing, aids to navigation, the operating methods, and the operating environment are
unique”; but there have been no scheduled public meetings to obtain the input of the mariners of this
area A public meeting is hereby requested.
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Our company, primarily a river contractor, is actively engaged in partnering with the U. S. army Corps
of Engineers. It is unfortunate that the formulation of rules could not be completed on a similar basis
between the coast Guard and the particular industries and mariners that will be affected.

One of our pilots gave me this quote “No voyage is ever dangerous to the one who waves goodby
from the shore”. This saying is posted in our office. Those of us “who wave goodbye from the
shore” such as myself, and you, the rule makers, must remember that unless our actions or rules truly
make the voyage safer we have no business limiting the ability of our pilots through unnecessary rules
and regulations that only satis@ “those who wave goodbye from the shore”. Through reopening the
comment period lets give further opportunity to hear from those who “sail the boats”.

Thank you for your attention to this request.

Sincerely,

President

JTH/ec

cc: Rear Admiral J.C. Card
U. 5. Coast Guard Chief
Marine Safety and Environmental Protection
USCG Headquarters
2 100 Second Street S. W.
Washington, D.C. 20593-0001



TO.  Executive Secretdry  Marine Safety Counci I (G-lra/3406 )
t CGC)  34-055 )
Unl ted St.ates  Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Wash i ngto 1-1  , OC 205~3-0001

Subject: M_Y. com!.e~n~~  _-- -... _-----_. - - - - - - -on Notice of Proposed Rulemakin---9 on Li-
censi nq a~-Maninq for Qf-f-icers  of Towing_-Vessels.

Lent lernen,

I hrjve read the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking concerning
the LicensinlIl  and Manning of Towing Vessels. Because I  do
fl’) t hdV”  a copy of 46 CFR Parts 10 & 15, and since only
changes to these regulations are cited in the NPRM on pages
31341 through 31347, I  request that a public meeting be held
at the nearest Coast Guard Marine Safety Office a f t e r  a d -
equate  pub l ic  not ice  to  a l l  towing  in terests  to  fully exp la in
il lid discus5 a l l  aspects  o f  th i s  ru lemaking . I  f u r ther re-
Cl!-, cl-c,  t t hat you ma i 1 me a c o p y  o f  t h e  F i n a l  R u l e  a t  t h i s  ad-
dress +Jhen  p\~h 1 ished .

I would also l ike to make the fol lowing personal com-
ments to the public docket about this rulemaking:



I

-. -r,

TO: Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-0001

Gentlemen:

I'm Greg L. Akines
and I have recently recieved a OUTV license several months ago.
While reading over the proposed rulemaking, I totally disagree with
the master responsiability. I think that every license holder should
be accountable for his or her own actions. Think about our family,
it will jeopardize our job as well as home. Every man with a license
should have the proper training before they stand a independent six
hour watch. I really don't believe the master should stay over you
24 hours a day.

What about the horsepower, gross tonnage, net tonnage, tow size,
route etc. As of now I'm working on a 1800 hp vessel pushing 4 to 8
barges. Maybe sometime over the years i would like to better my skills
and knowledge on a 3,000 hp, 5600 hp, or 10,500 hp towing vessel with
a different route and more or less barges. What i/m saying is that
i'am a flexiable person and disagrees with the limited license for
the horsepower and tonnage we work on.

Where do people like Greg L. Akines stand who has recently recieved a
OUTV license. Will we be "grandfather" into a master's license or
some higher degree of license. I have worked hard to get were i'm
standing and i don't want to lose what i'm learning day after day
as a wheelman with the proposed changes the COAST GUARD is making.
Please make the best decision on this matter, our future depends on
your final out-come. Think about it very carefully, and don't re-
evalute the entire structure of licensing towboat operators, do to
the AMTRAK accident. Remember know one's "perfect, but everybody
can be safe and caution.

sincerely yours,



ASSOCIATION OF

October 16,1996

LDCR Don Darcy
Executive Secretary
Marine Safety Council
(G-LA/3406) [CGD94-0551
U. S. Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street S.W.
Washington, DC 20593-0001

Dear LCDR Darcy:

This letter is to request a reopening of the comment period of proposed rule CDG94-
055. The request is for a reopening period of 180 days. The reasons for this request are as
follows:

1. Not all mariners whom this proposed rulemaking effects have been made aware of
the changes that are proposed. The Upper Ohio River and it’s tributaries have experienced
several periods of high water in the last 120 days and beyond. This has put all of the local
towers behind causing most of us to work rather than to spend hours on this new proposed
rule.

2. The passing of the new legislation which has proposed the privatization of all
licensing which greatly affects  this new proposed rule.

3. The lack or non-existence of a public hearing on the Western Rivers. It should be
noted that the only public hearing held near the Western Rivers was held at New Orleans
which has to be considered a deep water port. The Inland River operator has not been
allowed access to a public hearing to go on record. We would strongly urge and support a
public hearing in an Inland River port, preferably Pittsburgh or Cincinnati as well as another
one held in St. Louis to draw from the Upper Mississippi, and Lower Ohio and Mississippi
Rivers.

4. While partnering supposedly took place with MERPAC, TSAC, and STCW there
was no partnering among the group that is most affected by the proposed rule CGD94-055,
that is, the Operators of Uninspected Towing Vessels.

5. The last and most inportant reason is that this proposed new rule was created for
the betterment and safer operation of all vessels. As written is is simply not accomplishing it’s
purpose.

I thank you for your time and I look forward to your response. Lob



Sincerely,

Rex H. Woodward
President

RHWhjv

cc: Admiral James C. Card

-- -I_
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TO: Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3406)(CGD  94-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-0001

SUR.JECI? Mv comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on Licensing and Manninp for Officers  of Tow-
ina Vessels.

Gentlemen,

I have read the Notice of Prouosed Rulemaking concerning the Licensing and Manning of Towing Vessels.
Because 1 do not have a copy of 46 CFR Parts 10 81 15, and since only changes to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages 31341 through 31347, 1 request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard Marine Safety Office after adequate public notice to all towing interests to fullv explain and discuss all
aspects of this rulemaking. I further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

I would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:

(Attach additional pages)



(Name)

i-i!;  ’

i 16 .I..
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TO: Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3406)(CGD  94-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-0001

SURJECT: Mv comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on Licensing and Manning for Officers of Tow
ing Vessels.

Gentlemen,

I have read the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking concerning the Licensing and Manning of Towing Vessels.
Because 1 do not have a copy of 46 CFR Parts 10 & 15, and since only changes to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages 31341 through 31347, I request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard Marine Safety Office after adequate public notice to all towing interests to fully explain and discuss all
aspects of this rulemaking. I further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

I would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:

Signature:
/&qy&
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TO: Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3406)(CGD  94-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington. DC 20593-0001

SURJECT: MV comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemakinp on Licensing and Manning for officers  of Tow-
ine Vessels.

Gentlemen,

I have read the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking concerning the Licensing and Manning of Towing Vessels.
Because 1 do not have a copy of 46 CFR Parts 10 & 15, and since only changes to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages 31341 through 31347, I request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard Marine Safety Office after adequate public notice to all towing interests to fullv explain and discuss all
aspects of this rulemaking. I further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

1 would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:

I ,

2 ,
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TO: EsecutiL,e Secreta?. hlrlrine Safety Council (G-LRA,Q306)(CGD  94-055)
United States  CUXI Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SU
Washington. DC X593-0001

SUBJECT: MY comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on Licensinc and Manning for Officers of Tou-
in: Vessels.

Gentlemen,

I haL,e  read the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking concerning the Licensing and Mannine of Towing Vessels.
BL’C:IUX  I do nor hale it ccjp! of 46 CFR Parts 10 & 15, and since only chances to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on p;tst’>  11341 through 31347, I request that a public meeti
Gu:rrd  Marine Sate11  Office afrer adequate public notice to all towing interes
aspect?;  of this rulemaking.
published.

I further request that you mail me a copy of the

I ~~~oulil  als;cl  like ICJ makt: the follvwing personal comments to the public docket about this rulemakin~:

(Attach tidditional p:~scs) br3

-_  “.--_-___ . . x . _ “.-m----_l--e-.---^-I_  ------  ---
--I____- _-----.  -  -  ----.
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October 15, 1996

Executive Secretary
Marine Safety Council
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street SW.
Washington D.C. 20593-0001

REI 46 CFR Parts 10 and 15 (CGD 94-055)

The following comments are submitted in response to the Notice of
Proposed Rule-making dated June 19, 1996 regarding Licensing and
Manning for Officers of Towing Vessels.

1. Pg. 31333, License for master. mate (pilot). or apprentice mate
(steersman) of towing vessels.

I strongly agree with the concept of the apprentice mate and
the new licensing scheme and the two hierarchies of the license
structure.

2. Pg. 31334, Requirements for renewal of licenses.
I am in disagreement with the requirement of a demonstration

of proficiency for renewal of license. I feel this would put undue
hardship, cost, and loss of vacation time on the mariner.

The proposed regulation as a whole dramatically changes the way
seaman are licensed for the towing industry in a very positive
manner. I feel a much more competent and experienced mariner
will be produced from the more stringent standards, license levels
and mandatory apprentice time. To require proficiency testing for
renewal becomes a penalty for the mariner who has already proven
him/herself competent and proficient. If not competent and
proficient, he/she should not have been granted the license in the
first place.

Renewal is for those who are working in the industry. By
working in the industry, the mariner is proving competence and
proficiency. I feel the renewal structure should be the same as for
the unlimited tonnage licenses as stated in CFR part 10.209.

PfI
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3. pg. 31334, Horsepower as basis of authoritv.
I feel it is appropriate to limit the license level dependent upon

horsepower and agree with the 3,000 H.P. mark as the dividing line
for limited and unlimited tonnage licenses.

4 .  pg .  31335,  Routes .
I am confused by the wording for the different route

endorsements. Let’s take the master or mate of towing vessels
endorsed for Oceans as an example. This endorsement “authorizes
service on Near-coastal, Great Lakes and inland routes, and Rivers
upon 30 days of observation and training on each subordinate route.”

Does this mean:
a. “After” 30 days of observation and training on these

subordinate routes you then are “eligible” for an unlimited master or
mate license.

o r
b. If you are licensed for unlimited “Oceans” towing, you are

restricted to that route unless you then spend 30 days observing and
training on a particular subordinate route. Then after 30 days you
are eligible for the subordinate endorsement and allowed to travel
those waters.

a n d
C. If you have completed 30 days on Long Island Sound are

you limited to this “pilotage” area or are you now eligible for a
blanket “Inland” endorsement.

Option (b) makes no sense since to operate on the oceans, you must
at one time or another also operate Near-coastal and Inland when
traveling to or from port.

Option (c) if limited to the specific area where you have completed
30 days of observation and training would make the license very
limiting (a contradiction of the unlimited license) and make it highly
impractical for a mate or master to be endorsed for a large
geographical area.

I recommend the following: to be eligible for a mate unlimited
license a mariner must work as an apprentice on unlimited
horsepower vessels and accrue 30 of experience on each of the
subordinate routes. Once you have done so you are eligible to
operate unlimited horsepower vessels on any Near-coastal or Inland



waters including the Great Lakes and Rivers in the United States
(western rivers excepted).

5&6. pg. 31335, Demonstration of proficiency, Training
I am in agreement with this rule as long as the USCG is flexible

to the variants imposed upon the maritime academies. Unlike
companies who are training their personnel for a particular
horsepower vessel and possibly a particular route, the academies
mission is to train cadets for all size (horsepower) vessels and all
(Oceans) routes. This could not be accomplished under the rules as
written here. The financial impact of acquiring a vessel or vessels of
unlimited horsepower and obtaining the facilities to put them to use
would be very costly. Simulation data bases and state of the art
hardware needed would also be very costly as refereed to in
paragraph 3 page 31336.

The cadets at the academies receive the finest training in many of
the subject areas required by these rules and consideration must be
given for academic training. The time required on all the routes and
proficiency testing as outlined in these rules must be amended for
the maritime academies to create a hybrid competency and
proficiency testing program using a combination of existing vessels of
varying horsepower and existing simulation programs.

7 .  pg .  31336.  Examina t ion .
I am in agreement with this rule. I feel refresher training in

the Rules of the Road is always beneficial, be it a formal course, a
correspondence course or an examination and would not put undue
hardship upon the mariner.

8. pg. 31336. Designated examiner. The qualifications of the
designated examiner are extremely important. How these examiners
themselves are trained and certified is the central component to the
competency and proficiency testing licensing program. Licenses and
time aboard tugs is not enough to qualify someone for the position of
designated examiner. A level of experience and training in teaching
and the assessment of learning are essential. Impartiality of the
examiner is essential. Companies that have a “company hired”
designated examiner must be assessed on a frequent basis. For the
competency and proficiency program to be truly successful, there
must be a monitoring system in place to assess and accredit or
discredit individual companies and academic institutions.



9. pg. 31337, Approved training other than approved courses..
I feel all courses “Must” be approved by the USCG. This is the

only way to ensue compliance with national standards. The USCG
must also set up a monitoring system to periodically asses the
approved program and remove accreditation for failure to comply
with the preset standards.

10. pg. 3 1337. Responsibility of towing vessel owners and
operators.
It is the owners, operators and the USCG to employ qualified

experienced personnel as mates and masters of their vessels. It is
also the responsibility of the maritime academies to help provide a
large portion of this qualified pool of mates and engineers. With this
in mind, the USCG must create rules that will conform to the concepts
set forth by these proposed rules and to the financial and operational
constraints imposed upon the maritime academies and smaller
private companies. We must keep the towing industry very
accessible to the highly skilled future mariners provided by the
academies.

Sincerely,

CAPT. David B. Mackey ”
Associate Professor
Marine Transportation



835 UNION STREET A -

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70112-1469
TELEPHONE: (504) 581-2424

FAX: (504) 684-1508

Capt. Eugene L. Waller
MN SEMINOLE WARRIOR
Canal Barge Company, Inc.
New Orleans, LA 70112

October 8, 1996

Executive Secretary
Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3408) (CGD94-055)
US Coast Guard Ileadquarters
2100 Second Street S. W.
Washington, D.C. 20593-0001

SUBJECT: Licensing and Manning for Officers of Towing Vessels

Dear LCDR Darcy:

I am writing in regards to the proposed rule making “Licensing and Manning for Officers of
Towing Vessels”. I am currently a Captain of M/V SEMINOLE WARRIOR a Towing Vessel
that operates on the Lower Mississippi River. I hold a Master Inland Steam or Motor Vessels
1600 Tons and OUTV Great Lakes and Inland Waters License. (License Number 774507) There
are some parts of the proposed rules that I strongly object to.

First I object to having to demonstrate my skills either in a simulator or to a designated
examiner. I am actively employed and I am preforming my skills every day in order to do my
job. I do not see the need to have to prove my capabilities every time my license needs renewal.
If I was not doing my job, I would not be employed. To me, this would be an unnecessary ti,me
and expense burden.

I also object to the route limitation endorsements. I feel that I am qualified to run several
waterways and do not want to be restricted to certain routes. There are extended periods before I
may navigate one particular waterway or another, that does not mean I am not qualified to run
either. These are the reasons that we have charts and maps, to aid mariners wherever they may
navigate. The nature of our business demands that we navigate a wide geographical range.
There are extended periods of time before we may have to navigate certain waterways. We have
charts, radars, compasses, and other aids that assist us whenever we navigate in areas that may
not be as familiar to us as waterways we navigate on a regular basis.



I also object to having to take a refresher course or a rules of the road exam at license renewal.
This is unnecessary time and expense . To me it would be the same as if you would have to take
a test on renewing a drivers license. I feel that the current procedures in renewing license are
more than adequate. Once you have learned to swim you do not forget!

In addition to my comments I request that an extension of time for comments to be submitted. If
a public meeting were held in Memphis during my time off, I would like to attend to learn more
about the proposed rule.

Enclosed is a self addressed envelope. I would appreciate acknowledgment that my comments
have been received and will be included in the official rule-making docket.

These are my points of views on these subjects and they are shared by many other mariners.
Unfortunately many of my fellow mariners may not take the time to express our concerns or
opinions. Thank you for your time in reviewing my comments.

With regards,

Capt. Eugene L. Waller
M/V SEMINOLE WARRIOR
Canal Barge Company, Inc.

F \USERLESORNEiUSCG\WALLER  WPD



835 UNION STREET kW

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70112-l 469
TELEPHONE: (504) 581-2424

FAX: (504) 584-1508

October 16, 1996

Executive Secretary
Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3408)(CGD  94-055)
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street S.W.
Washington, DC 20593-0001

Subject: Licensing and Manning for Officers of Towing Vessels
(46CFR Parts 10 and 15, CGD94-055)

Dear LCDR Darcy:

Thank you for the opportunity to present additional comments on
the proposed rule to revise the requirements for licensing
mariners that operate uninspected towing vessels. Canal Barge
supports the Coast Guard's efforts to upgrade licensing standards
and prevent vessel accidents. We are committed to working with
the Coast Guard to improve the NPRM.

Canal Barge Company, Inc. employs over 475 employees ranging from
Unlimited Masters and Chief Engineers, to Operators of
Uninspected Towing Vessels, to Tankerman and Ordinary Seamen, who
operate our fleet of 24 boats and over 600 barges, 98 of which
are in the liquid trade, in the inland and offshore marine
transportation service industry. The NPRM as published
represents a significant change for the towing industry and will
have a tremendous effect on the licensed deck officers who
operate towing vessels

The following comments are offered to help address the major
issues and provide suggestions on how the NPRM could be refined
and improved:

1. Given the long standing history of terms used to
identify deck officers of towing vessels, the new terms
being developed to identify these important positions
should be stated as follows:

0 Master of Towing Vessels
0 Pilot of Towing Vessels (Mate)
0 Steersman of towing Vessels (Trainee Mate)



2. The NPRM does not address how current experienced OUTV
or Master 1600 Ton license holders will be
grandfathered. The Coast Guard should work with
representatives of towing vessel operators and TSAC to
develop a draft of the grandfather provisions prior to
publication of the final rule.

3. The practical demonstration of proficiency or
competence that is required in the NPRM is
unreasonable. If the licensed mariner has been
sufficiently performing the job and is in good standing
with the Coast Guard and his employer, a letter from
his employer stating his good standing should be
sufficient for license renewal.

4. The tone of the NPRM exceeds the 1995 amendments to the
STCW convention, ie license renewals and
service/training record book. Mariners should be
allowed to use current service in lieu of actual
demonstration of proficiency.

5. The NPRM does not clearly define what the proposed
horsepower break point is meant to achieve. Given the
horsepower range used to power our fleet of 26 boats,
an arbitrary horsepower break point would not improve
navigation safety. It is the company's responsibility
to assign mariners to towboats they are
qualified/posted to operate regardless of the license
they hold.

6. The traditional responsibility of the individual
operator of the towboat should remain unchanged. The
operator on watch should continue to be responsible for
his actions while on watch. If the Master is off
watch, he should not be responsible for the navigation
or regulatory actions of the Pilot on watch.

7. The Gulf-Intercoastal Waterway should be included
within the scope of the rivers route endorsement.

8. Route limitations are unreasonable. Once a mariner is
posted on a waterway he should be permitted to navigate
the waterway. The nature of our business demands that
we navigate a wide geographic range.

As stated in my g/26/96 letter, we respectfully request an
extension of 120 days to the comment period. This additional
time is needed to solicit comments and input from our licensed
mariners. We also request that additional public meetings be
held in Memphis, St. Louis, and Louisville to allow for input
from the towing industry.



These comments are respectfully submitted along with our sincere
commitment to work with the U.S. Coast Guard to refine and
improve the NPRM.

Enclosed is a self-addressed, stamped envelope. We would
appreciate formal acknowledgment that our comments have been
received and will be included in the official rule-making docket.

With kindest regards,

Sincerely,
CANAL BARGE COMPANY. INC.

William T. Smith
V.P. Human Resources

WTS/ks
F:\USER\SHDATA\USCG\LICMANNZ.WPD

faxed to: (2021267-4570
10/16/96
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C O A S T A L
TOWING, INC.,

October 15, 1996

Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council (6-LRA/3406) (CGD94-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2 100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-001

RE: Notice of Proposed R&making  on Licensing and Manning
for Officers of Towing Vessels

To Whom It May Concern:

The notice of proposed rulemaking on licensing and manning for Officers of Towing Vessels lends
itself to several comments from our organization. The outcome of this rulemaking affects Coastal
Towing, Inc. directly with over ninety three (93) Wheelhouse personnel involved.

The following three comments are made on our behalf to the above mentioned subject:

1.) The responsibility for the vessel and/or tow should be directly on the Master,
although any incidents should be judged on a case by case basis. Each licensed
mariner works a six (6) hour watch and should be held accountable for their own
actions during this period, especially with regard to gross negligence. Forcing the
responsibility on the Master of the vessel and tow would be unjust if an incident
occurred during the Master’s off watch time and was the direct result of another
mariner.

2.) The horsepower break, if any, should be increased to atleast  5000 h.p. The affect
on Coastal Towing, Inc. for any less break would be to divide our operations and
decrease our flexibility. We currently employ Wheelhouse Operators capable of
moving around through our various vessels, ranging from 1200 h.p.  to 4300 h.p.
Dividing the group at 3000 h.p. would affect Coastal Towing, Inc. negatively from
a financial and operating standpoint by decreasing our potential to move
equipment due to limiting our Wheelhouse employees between categories.

3.) The third area of concern is in the proposal for having qualified individuals monitor
and evaluate our Wheelhouse staff for the purposes of new licensing or renewals.
The major concern here is who evaluates the qualified individuals? Where do they
come from? We suggest some of our own employees as the qualified individuals,
thereby evaluating our own employees to certain pre-set standards.

617



Executive Secretary Marine Safety Council
Proposed Rulemaking
Page 2

We do appreciate the need for qualified, responsible Wheelhouse Operators within our industry.
Improvement in this area will make for an efficient, safe, and responsible industry that challenges
other transportation means.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment to the proposed rulemaking.

Sincerely,

e President Operations

JDR.yd

.-- --_----



‘1‘0: Executive Secrctrlry,  Marine Safety Council (G-LRA~3406)(CGD  94-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100  Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-0001

SUI1.]IICT: Mv comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemakine on Licensing and Manning for Officers of Tow-
ing Vessels.

Gentlemen,

I have read the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking concerning the Licensing and Mannino, of Towine Vessels.
Because  1 do not have ti copy  of 46 CFR Parts 10 & 15, and since only chances to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages 31.341  through 31347, I request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard Marine Safety Oft’ice after adequate public notice to all  towing interests to fullv explain and discuss all
aspects of‘ this rulema king. 1 further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

I would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:



‘1’0: Executive Secretary. Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3406)(CGD  94-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100  Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-0001

SUR.fECT: Mv comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on Licensing and Manning for Officers of Tow-
inr Vessels.

Gzn:li=men.

I have read the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking concerning the Licensing and Manning of Towing Vessels.
B~XUW 1 do not hate a copy of 46 CFR Parts 10 s( 13. and since only changes to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages ?1341 through 31347, I request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard hlarine Safety Office after adequate public notice to all towing interests to fullv explain and discuss all
aspects of this rulemaking. I further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

I would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:

Signature: (Attach additional pages)
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‘IX): Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council (G-LRA’3406)(CGD  94055)
United  States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100  Second Street, SW
Washington,  DC 205Y,3-0001

SUR.JECT: Mv comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on Licensing and Manning for Officers of Tow-
ing Vessels.

Gentlemen.

1 have read the Notice of Proposed Rulemakinq concerning the Licensing and Manning of T0win.c Vessels.
Becx~se  I do not have  ;L copy of 46 CFR Parts 10 & 15, and since only chan.ges to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages 3 1331  through 31347, I request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard Marine Safety Office aiw adequate  public  norice to all towing  interests  to fullv explain  and discuss all
aspects of this rulemaking. I further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

I would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:

(Attach  additional  pages)







TO: Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council (G-LRrV3406)(CGD  W-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-0001

SLJR.JIXT: Mv comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on Licensing and Manning for Officers of Tow-
ing Vessels.

Gentlemen,

I ha\re read the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking concerning the Licensing and Manning of Towing Vessels.
Because 1 do not have a copy of 16 CFR Parts 10 & 15, and since only chances to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages 31341 through 31347, I request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard Marine Safety Office after adequate public notice to all towing interests to fully explain and discuss all
aspects of this rulemaking. I further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

I would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:
-1

Signature: (Attach additional pages)

---- --



TO: Executive  Secretary, Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3406)(CGD  94-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-0001

SUBJECT: Mv comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on Licensing and Manning for Officers of Tow-
ing Vessels.

Gentlemen,

I have read the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking concerning the Licensing and Manning of Towing Vessels.
Because 1 do not have a copy of 46 CFR Parts 10 & 15, and since only changes to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages 31341 through 31347, I request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard Marine Safety Oftice  after adequate public notice to all towing interests to fullv explain and discuss all
aspects of this rulemaking. I further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

I would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:
n

(Attach additional pages)
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TO: Executive Secretxy,  Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3406)(CGD  9-I-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington. DC 20593-0001

SCrII.JKT: Mv comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemakine  on Licensing and Manning for Officers of Tow-
ine Vessels.

Gentlemen.

I have read the Notice of Proposed Ru1emakin.c concerning the Licensing and Manning of Towino, Vessels.
Because 1 do not ha\,e ;I copy of 46 CFR Parts 10 s( 15. and since only chances to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages 31241 through 31347, I request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard Marine Safety Office after adequate public notice to all towing interests to fullv explain and discuss all
aspects of this rulemaking. I further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

I would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:

5 &J&/ll /& fl4y &/yE$fw:

Signature: (Attach additional pages)









TO: Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3406)(CGD  94-055)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 205Y3-0001

SUBJECT: Mv comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on Licensing and Manning for Officers of Tow-
ing Vessels.

Gentlemen,

1 have read the Notice of Proposed Rulemakinp concerning the Licensing and Manning of TowinP  Vessels.
Because 1 do not have a copy of 46 CFR Parts 10 & 15, and since only changes to these regulations are cited
in the NPRM on pages 31341 through 31347, I request that a public meeting be held at the nearest Coast
Guard Marine Safety Office after adequate public notice to all towing interests to fully explain and discuss all
aspects of this rulemaking. 1 further request that you mail me a copy of the Final Rule at this address when
published.

I would also like to make the following personal comments to the public docket about this rulemaking:
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P TUG AND BARGE COMPA

5360 Robin Hood Road, Suite 202
Norfolk, Virginia 23513
Phone: (757) 858-2227

Fax: (757) 858-2231
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October 16, 1996

Executive Secretary
Marine Safety Council
U. S. Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street SW
Washington, D.C. 20593-0001

To Whom It May Concern:

The Towing and Barge Operators Committee of the Hampton Roads Maritime Association has
convened and reviewed the above referenced proposal and wishes to provide comments in
accordance with the publication of the Federal Register dated June 19, 1996. The Towing and
Barge Operators Committee is comprised of the towing and barge member companies within the
Hampton Roads Maritime Association, which was organized in 1920 to promote, protect and
encourage commercial shipping in the port of Hampton Roads and of its 28 standing committees
the Towing and Barge Operators Committee has 13 members. The Towing and Barge Operators
Committee has determined that the proposed rulemaking is unacceptable in the present state.

Under the proposed rule the existing license structure would be revised to a new set of graduated
mater’s and mates’ licenses, limited to towing vessels in general. Holders of existing license
would be issued at time of renewal. A consolidation of the current license structure is needed to
eliminate confusing and often a duplication of license. The issuance of a license with a set of
towing endorsement is in our opinion, a strong foundation to build on. In order to preserve a
strong experienced work force, “grandfathering” should be the rule not the exception.

In regards to the proposed rule setting licensing based on horsepower, the Committee feels that
the towing endorse license should be predicated on a horsepower floor of 5,000 and should be
structured to offer a mariner sufficient sea time and frequency to sit for the appropriate test. The
idea of having “apprentice mates” with a required amount of time in grade regardless of skill and
knowledge is just another unnecessary step in the career path mariners.

The two watch system has been a standard in the towing industry for years and has for the most
part been a very cost effective and safe manner in which to operate towing vessels. Stricter
enforcement instead of changing the existing system would be an appropriate measure regarding
this subject.

TUGS l BARGES l MARINE TOWING



It would appear that the apprentice mate (steersman) is the formalization of an existing training
system in place with the majority of the towing companies. The question is, should a candidate be
subject to this additional formal step in a career path? More important to the companies involved
should the training in the wheelhouse of deck personnel be subject to a license requirement?
In regards to assistance towing, we feel that anyone who performs commercial towing or towing
for hire should be licensed by the Coast Guard and should be subject to the same testing and
requirements as their counterparts.

For the requirements for renewal of licenses, we feel that any mariner who successfully maintains
a clear safety record, who has the required time in service and who completes a test on the rules
of the road or a refresher course should not be subject to any further scrutiny by machine or man.
Demonstration of his or her proficiency lies in the fact that the mariner has successfully managed,
operated and performed his or her duties, and therefore the proposed requirements would be
redundant and unnecessary.

The Towing and Barge Operators Committee of the Hampton Roads Maritime strongly objects to
the proposed rule as set forth, and hopes that you will consider the comments of our committee as
you deliberate this proposal.

si@@
Stephen R. Furlough
Vice President of Operations



RQUE’TTE  TRANSPORTATION CO., INC
P.O. Box 1456
2308 South 4th Street
Paducah, Kentucky 42002-  I456
(502) 443-9404

October 16, 1996

Executive Secretary
Marine Safety Council (G-LRA/3406) [CG094-0551
U. S. Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street
Washington, DC 20593-0001

RE: Rulemaking for Licensing and Manning
for Officers of Towing Vessels (46 CFR Part 10, 15)

Gentlemen:

I am writing to comment on the above proposed rulemaking. On
behalf of Marquette Transportation/Bluegrass Marine, Inc. and all
licensed mariners in our employ we feel that one public hearing and
a short comment period are substantially inadequate for regulations
that will affect a nationwide segment of America's vital workforce.

Therefore I would like to submit the following comments for the
record:

1.1 I feel additional public meetings should be scheduled in
various areas of the country to obtain opinion from a broader
cross section of mariners.

2.1 The comment period should also be extended for the same
reason.

3.) Those directly involved with the rulemaking proposal take the
responsibility of making themselves aware of the practical
application of the rulemaking by actually spending some time
aboard various horsepower vessels to gain a better
understanding of the industry that they are regulating.

4.) I agree with the three-step approach to which wheelhouse
personnel be licensed. I do not agree with the demonstration
of proficiency for license renewal. This should only be
required for evaluating the skills of a mariner seeking an
original license. The master/pilot's own record should
provide ample proof of their piloting ability. Any additional
training courses, check rides, simulator use or refresher
rules of road exams only further burden the inland mariner and
industry with uncontrollable costs with no guarantee of
improved safety.
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5.)

6.1

7.1

Although the master of the vessel has the overall
responsibility of the vessel and crew it is unjust for
regulations making that individual legally responsible for
anything that transpires aboard the vessel 24 hours a day.
Regulations already state that a licensed mariner not be on
duty not more than 12 hours in an 18 hour period. When the
master is off watch, the master should not be held liable for
the actions of another licensed individual on watch.

Incorporation of the Designated Examiner concept as it stands
in the NPRM is unacceptable as it is too vague in defining the
duties, responsibilities and qualifications of the examiner.
These issues require further review before anything can be
agreed upon.

As for the horsepower breakpoint I find that to be
inconsequential. Every towing situation presents itself with
different horsepower requirements which may require a higher
skill level for a lower horsepower vessel. If restrictions
are required 3,000 - 4,000 is favorable.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment and hope these proposed
regulations remain open for further study so as not to lose sight
of the real goal "increased safety".

Sincerely,

Marquette Transportation Co.
Thomas E. Erickson
Executive Vice President


